One of the standard practical field guides for archaeologists has the nice title of First Aid for Finds.
than any kind of intervention even in the form of cleaning; the main thing is to get the materials off-site to a place where real conservation can begin. The skills of on-site recovery are different from those of laboratory conservation; the protocols are different. One maxim might be 'Stop it getting worse', another, for the later stage, 'Try to make it better'. This, thirdly, gives added poignancy to the title First Aid for Finds. The archaeologist on-site is like a battlefield medic doing just enough to stabilize the condition of the injured so they are in a fit state to be taken off the battlefield to help elsewhere: a hospital or in this case a museum workshop. Patching up, bandaging, stopping further deterioration-i.e. first aid-is what's required.
The comparison between a wounded soldier on the battlefield and a damaged artefact on an archaeological site suggested by the title First Aid for Finds prompts the not unfamiliar analogy between a person and a valued artefact or artwork. Are not both, as is sometimes supposed, to be judged valuable for their own sake, as having intrinsic value, an identity to be preserved if at all possible? Yet curiously, according to archaeological protocols, there are even stricter constraints for what should be done to repair a broken artefact than to repair a broken human body. Few would argue that replacing an internal organ, like a liver or heart or lung, where it is possible to do so to preserve a life, or to replace external limbs, arms and legs, with prosthetic substitutes, is somehow threatening to the integrity of the human being. What is intrinsically valuable for a human life seems not to rest (or not to rest exclusively) on what the human body looks like or what percentage of the body's physical composition is retained or lost in surgery, but rather on the preservation of factors much deeper in personal identity: self-consciousness, memories, the potential to feel and think, to live a worthwhile life, to avoid pain.
On the face of it, it seems hard to find direct analogues of these latter features in non-sentient artefacts, although later we shall look at an argument (from John Ruskin), coming out of concerns about restoration, that might suggest something similar in artefacts to those deeper identity-preserving factors in humans. Whatever the merits of such analogies it is not uncommon to hear it said that with artefacts (at least highly valued artefacts) preserving as much of the original as possible, and avoiding the use in restoration of too much extraneous material, are overriding priorities. In the human case there is less compunction about patching up the human body with any material that restores function.
II
But perhaps this is to get ahead of ourselves. If the enquiry is to have value or interest it must proceed by reflecting on particular cases even if, in this context, there will inevitably be insufficient space for the depth of detail desirable. the medieval stained glass in York Minster. 2 This has been a complex, painstaking enterprise that has involved dismantling the entire Great East
Window and meticulously restoring and conserving the fragile panels. It is the underlying principles of this work and the protocols that have guided it that will be the focus of my reflections.
What were the aims of the conservation programme? What constraints operated? We are not without help in answering these questions. There is a substantial document that spells it all out: Guidelines for the Conservation and These preconditions are not only binding for the restorer, they dictate similarly the goals of scientific/technical research, towards which all treatment strategies should be directed.
2 York Minster is one of the largest, and arguably finest, medieval Gothic cathedrals in Northern Europe, dating, in its present form, from the 13 th to 15 th centuries (officially completed in 1472). An extensive five-year, multi-million pound, restoration and conservation project started in 2011 with particular attention to the East End with its magnificent Great East Window, completed by master-glazier John Thornton in 1408, the largest single expanse of medieval stained glass in Britain. work has the aim of prolonging the life of the glass, protecting it from further decay, and thus retaining it in the best possible state, why put it back in the East Window? Why repeat this endless process of conservation every fifty years or so? Given that this is one of the finest masterpieces of ecclesiastical art in the world, why expose the precious panels to more potential harm both in situ and in the restoration process? Why not store them in perfect conditions free from further damage, no longer subject to corrosion and pollution?
The obvious initial answer is that people want to see the panels. But that is not decisive. For one thing an accurate replica of the panels could be installed in the East Window: in fact during the restoration there was an effective lifesize photographic montage of the panels suspended at the Minster's East End.
The real panels could be put on show for an interested public, one by one under Finally, the Minster's stained glass panels have been stored for safe-keeping before, for example, during the Second World War.
How should we respond to this suggestion? For some it is unthinkable that the Great East Window of York Minster should be replaced by a mere replica, even if a consequence is to protect the original and even if the original could be viewed, at least panel by panel, by an interested public, as indeed was the case during restoration. But is that outright rejection reasonable? Can more be said? In support it might be supposed that there is some kind of obligation (even a moral obligation) for the Minster to display its finest work in its totality, in the location for which it was made. Not to do so feels like a betrayal both of the original creator, John Thornton, but also of the work itself. A replica might produce a superficially similar appearance to the original but there are wellrehearsed arguments in aesthetics that the two experiences cannot be identical. The presence of the original informs the nature of the experience itself. And even if the original panels could be viewed close up-in some sense a much clearer view, even if not the view intended-it is the experience of the whole ensemble of panels that grounds the value of the work.
If morality does come into it there looks to be something like a moral dilemma here. There seems to be an obligation of some kind to preserve and protect so unique and invaluable a work; yet if these recent comments are right there also seems to be an obligation to display the work as it was intended and make it available to those who want to see it. The obligations conflict because the act of displaying the stained glass is also an act that puts its continued existence into jeopardy.
Let us grant the obligation to conserve the stained glass as far as possible.
What about the obligation, if there is one, to display it as originally intended (i.e. in the full Great East Window)? What kind of an obligation is that?
Perhaps it is an obligation to the artists and craftsmen who created the work, or to those who visit the Minster, or even to the work itself. But I wonder if the focus of the obligation might, as implied earlier, be better targeted at the experience that the work, taken as a whole, makes available. Arguably to withhold that experience, to deny its availability, is in a sense a denigration of it, disrespecting the value of the experience in its own right. 8 The experience of the stained glass in its original location bears a unique value, not shared by the experience of a replica. It is an experience imbued with theological and aesthetic significance, both didactic and inspirational. But is there an obligation to make this experience available, to let people view the window in its entirety? Might not obligations to the work in the end override any obligation to let people experience it? To preserve the work best would be to store it away and protect it from damage. However, why preserve the work if not for the experience it affords? One could not respect that experience while shutting the work away. The argument here might not be decisive but I suggest that when the focus is given to the valued experience itself, the case leans powerfully in the direction of displaying not storing the work. of replicas in these instances). However, the cases are not the same. The stained glass is simply not in comparable danger and every effort is made to avoid further deterioration. Nor, it might be added, is it obvious that the prehistoric paintings, unlike the glass, were ever intended for general view.
III
It will be helpful to look at these kinds of obligations through other cases.
However, before that, let us reflect a moment longer on the very idea of restoration in this context. Restoration, as opposed to conservation or preservation, is not always viewed positively. For example, the art historian John Ruskin viewed it entirely negatively:
Neither by the public, nor by those who have the care of public monuments, is the true meaning of the word restoration understood. It means the most total destruction which a building can suffer: a destruction out of which no remnants can be gathered; a destruction accompanied with false description of the thing destroyed. Do not let us deceive ourselves in this important matter; it is impossible, as impossible as to raise the dead, to restore anything that has ever been great or beautiful in architecture.
Ruskin is thinking of restoration as reconstruction, his primary focus being on architectural restoration. He gives several examples from his own period, where significant parts of buildings had been demolished to be replaced
The first step to restoration, (I have seen it, and that again and againseen it on the Baptistery of Pisa, seen it on the Casa d' Oro at Venice, seen it on the Cathedral of Lisieux,) is to dash the old work to pieces; the second is usually to put up the cheapest and basest imitation which can escape detection. the old building is destroyed, and that more totally and mercilessly than if it had sunk into a heap of dust, or melted into a mass of clay. Ruskin had no objection to repair and conservation, indeed he made practical suggestions for them:
Take proper care of your monuments, and you will not need to restore them. A few sheets of lead put in time upon the roof, a few dead leaves and sticks swept in time out of a water-course, will save both roof and walls from ruin. Watch an old building with an anxious care; guard it as best you may, and at any cost from every influence of dilapidation. Count its stones as you would jewels of a crown; set watches about it as if at the gates of a besieged city; bind it together with iron where it loosens; stay it with timber where it declines; do not care about the unsightliness of the aid; better a crutch than a lost limb; and do this tenderly, and reverently, and continually, and many a generation will still be born and pass away beneath its shadow. Its evil day must come at last; but let it come declaredly and openly, and let no dishonouring and false substitute deprive it of the funeral offices of memory.
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The phrase 'do not care about the unsightliness of the aid' might be in tension with the protocol applied to the stained glass aiming at 'the closest possible rendition of the original artistic appearance'. Ruskin elevates conservation over restoration, finding an obligation to promote the former and restrict the latter.
The quoted phrase also recalls the 'first aid' analogy between repairing a human body and repairing an artefact. I suggested earlier that in the human case retaining something deeper (in personal identity) seems to be a higher priority than retaining mere outward appearance. Ruskin finds something comparable in ancient buildings, which he calls a 'spirit': 'the life of the whole, that spirit which is given only by the hand and eye of the workman, never can be recalled it is again no question of expediency or feeling whether we shall preserve the buildings of past times or not. We have no right whatever to touch them. They are not ours. They belong partly to those who built them, and partly to all the generations of mankind who are to follow us. I could scarcely make out the thin hairlines of restoration. The public will not see them at all. The Pietà has been reborn, more beautiful than before, for the statue has been washed as well as put back together.... The principle followed was that of an integral rather than a purist restoration. The integral repair introduces a macaronic element into a work of art which makes nonsense of our experience. This is merely comic in some cases, but it adds insult to injury when the subject is a masterpiece. We simply owe more to a Michelangelo than to replace its parts with polymers, as if the appearance of the statue meant more to us than the statue itself. But what is valuable -a stimulus? a response? or a work of art? The purist believes a work of art may be so valuable that it is worse to repair it integrally than to let damage to it stand.
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Interestingly the purist case, as constructed by Sagoff, rests on the lack of integrity of an experience grounded merely on outward appearance. On Sagoff's account preserving the surface experience without preserving the work itself is an 'indignity'. The argument is similar to that against replacing an original work with a replica. As such it has plausibility. But, looking back, it applies only awkwardly to the stained glass case. I have suggested there is an obligation to display the glass in its entirety precisely because of the value of the experience thus presented. Yet evidently it is far too late, so many centuries later, to undo the integrative and reconstructive restoration that the glass panels have sustained over their six hundred year life. The experience, on these terms, is already severely compromised. Nevertheless, it seems reasonable for the 21 Ibid., 461.
modern conservator to aspire to restore, where possible, the original appearance, a small step at a time, with care and without further destruction.
Indeed the purist argument-for leaving the damage visible-looks even weaker in the stained glass case than in the Pietà case. If no integrative restoration (suitably constrained by protocols) is allowed then the conservator's task would simply be to preserve whatever state of deterioration the panels suffer between each period of restoration. The very chance of protecting the original experience of the panels would diminish in each generation.
But the purist case for the Pietà doesn't look strong either, taking the actual circumstances into account. approach for museum quality objects.
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The reference to deceiving the viewer recalls part of the argument in the purists' case used by Mark Sagoff. Too perfect a repair involving retouching gives a false appearance and, to the extent that it involves deception, is characterised by the Museum as inviting ethical sanction. Vanbrugh and Nicholas Hawksmoor (although their original design was never 24 In Japan there is a traditional method of repairing pottery, named kintsugi, which uses lacquer dusted with gold or silver or platinum not to disguise the joins but to draw attention to them. This has been associated with the aesthetic of wabi-sabi which sees value in the signs of ageing and decay in objects. It might count as Interestingly, in some cases it can radically alter the appearance of the object giving it different (even perhaps newly attractive) aesthetic qualities. I am grateful to John Hyman for reminding me of this technique in this context. Newburgh Priory also suffered a devastating fire, in 1947; the stories are similar because at the time both houses were being used as schools. At
Newburgh there were also renovations carried out in the 1960s but not all rooms were restored and the whole long gallery wing was left as a ruin ( Figure 5 ) and is now a walled garden. The decision to leave the long gallery at Newburgh Priory as a ruin and turn it into a walled garden might have been taken for a number of reasons, including cost, but surely not under Ruskin's strictures. On the other hand, it is hard to say that the owners did the wrong thing, that they were duty bound to try to restore the original wing of the building. As it is, that part of the building is now pleasantly integrated into the experience that the house and gardens afford.
It does not seriously detract from the aesthetic pleasure of the whole. It is curious how the word 'ruin' with such seemingly negative connotations in most usages has managed to acquire a positive connotation in archaeological or historical contexts. If you ruin your health or your life or your prospects all seems lost, there is no room for hope or recovery. To be ruined is to face disaster. Yet archaeological ruins are enjoyed and sought out. Any disaster is in the past, the present offers delight. As Carolyn Korsmeyer nicely puts it, 'ruin is not just a description of things that have undergone deterioration; it marks as aesthetic category of its own'. 27 We must ask what kind of response is appropriate to the damage and decay evidenced by a ruin.
Unlike our other cases, it is not (normally) a response to seek to restore an original appearance. That itself might seem puzzling.
What is a ruin? Robert Ginsberg defines it as 'the irreparable remains of a human construction that, by a destructive act or process, no longer dwells in the unity of the original'. But, he goes on, acknowledging the positive aspect, it 'may have its own unities that we can enjoy'.
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Focusing on ruined buildings, it is helpful to distinguish a ruin from a merely derelict building even if there is no sharp line between the two. Derelict buildings, such as factories, farm buildings or abandoned houses, seldom have much aesthetic appeal and, more importantly, probably had little historical or archaeological interest before they became derelict. Also a derelict building could be restored, rebuilt, given a new use, without Ruskin-type strictures against restoration. Ruins, in contrast,-Ginsberg is right here-are irreparable. To attempt to restore a ruin can seem a desecration, as in the Knossos case, although conservation to stop further deterioration is encouraged.
Another thought sometimes associated with ruins is that only grand monuments can be ruins-castles, monasteries, temples, amphitheatres, palaces.
That, though, seems too restrictive. There is no reason in principle why more humble dwellings could not become ruins, such as crofters' cottages, old village halls, an explorer's hut, but again there is usually at least a historical interest in the original to give value to the ruined remains; out of that a further aesthetic interest might arise.
Our question, then, might be posed like this: why is a ruin left as a ruin and neither bulldozed away nor reconstructed? What is the appeal that prompts leaving a ruin as it is? Of course there is no single answer. Interest in ruins is multifaceted. Some fairly obvious interests can be readily identified. Perhaps the most obvious is the preservation of the archaeological and historical record.
The conservation of ruins is partly aimed at conserving that record. I will take that for granted even though there is more to be said, not least about the appropriate conservation constraints.
What about aesthetic value? A key point is that the aesthetic appreciation of a ruin focuses on the ruin as a ruin. In effect a ruin has become a new kind of It is an appreciation of an object in its own right. 29 It is conceivable that a ruin might give more aesthetic pleasure than the original.
What kind of appreciation is this? First of all, it might be largely formal.
The shapes and shadows of a ruin can have beauty as pure forms ( Figure 6 ). As With ruins there is usually more than pure form to catch our attention.
There is also in many cases the evocation of a past that fascinates and haunts us. 
